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PER CURI AM

Jason Emmanuel W1 kerson was convicted by a jury of
possession of five or nore granms of cocaine base with intent to
distribute, in wviolation of 21 US. C 8§ 841(a)(1l) (2000).
W | ker son was sentenced according to 21 U.S.C. § 841(b)(1) (2000),
receiving the statutory mninmm of 120 nonths’ inprisonnent. In

his appeal, filed pursuant to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738

(1967), counsel for Wl kerson asserts that the district court erred
in denying his Fed. R Cim P. 29 notions for judgnment of
acquittal after the conclusion of the Governnent’s case-in-chi ef
and follow ng the announcenent of the jury' s verdict. WIkerson
was notified of his right to file a supplenental pro se brief, but
he failed to do so. Finding no reversible error, we affirm

We review a district court’s denial of a Rule 29 notion

de novo. United States v. Ryan-Wbster, 353 F.3d 353, 359 (4th

Cr. 2003). Were, as here, the notion was based on an
insufficient evidence claim “[t]he verdict of a jury nust be
sustained if there is substantial evidence, taking the view nost

favorable to the Governnent, to support it.” Gasser v. United

States, 315 U. S. 60, 80 (1942). “‘[SJubstantial evidence,’” in the
context of a crimnal action, [is] that evidence which ‘a
reasonabl e finder of fact could accept as adequate and sufficient
to support a conclusion of a defendant’s guilt beyond a reasonabl e

doubt.”” United States v. Newsone, 322 F.3d 328, 333 (4th Gr.




2003) (quoting United States v. Burgos, 94 F. 3d 849, 862 (4th Cr

1996) (en banc)). Furthernore, witness credibility is within the
sole province of the jury, and this court will not reassess the

credibility of testinony. United States v. Saunders, 886 F.2d 56,

60 (4th Cr. 1989). Therefore, a defendant challenging the
sufficiency of the evidence “bears a heavy burden.” United

States v. Beidler, 110 F. 3d 1064, 1067 (4th Cr. 1997).

Here, the evidence at trial showed that W]Ikerson
possessed 9.3 grans of crack cocaine, along with scal es, and he was
wearing latex gloves at the time of his arrest. An expert w tness
testified that these circunstances, taken together, suggested an
intent to distribute the drugs. On this record, we conclude that
there was evidence to support WI kerson’s conviction.

| n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire record

and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. We therefore
affirm the judgnment of the district court. This court requires
that counsel inform his client, in witing, of his right to

petition the Suprenme Court of the United States for further review.
If the client requests that a petition be filed, but counsel
bel i eves that such petition would be frivolous, then counsel nay
move in this court for leave to withdraw from representation.
Counsel s notion nust state that a copy thereof was served on the

client. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal



contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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